The project to build a final disposal repository for Spent Nuclear Fuel (SNF) in the municipality of Eurajoki, Finland, is approaching its 2012 deadline for the application of a construction licence. At the same time, the nuclear waste company Posiva is already planning to expand the disposal capacity of the repository. This paper addresses the question of acceptance among the residents of Eurajoki regarding the repository's expansion, and examines what aspects should be taken into consideration when explaining local opinions. The local acceptance figures for Eurajoki are analysed in relation to assumptions of the six common explanation types. The relationship between information deficit, social trust, benefit-cost calculation, perceived moral responsibility, perceived risks and threats, and acceptance of nuclear power, on the one hand, and local acceptance of expanding the repository both for current actors and for possible other domestic operators, on the other, is explored. The data provided in the paper is based on a survey carried out in June 2008. The respondents were selected from the residents of the municipality of Eurajoki and the neighbouring municipalities using stratified random sampling (N = 3000). The response rate of the survey was 20% (N = 606).
Introduction
The problem of nuclear waste has been the Achilles heel of nuclear power for decades. While more than nine in ten (93%) Europeans stress that there is an urgent need to find a solution to the problem rather than leaving it unsolved for later generations, the vast majority of people (72%) also share the view that there is no safe way of disposing of high-level radioactive waste (Eurobarometer, 2008 , p.24 see also OECD, 2009 . A recent European Union (EU) report (EU, 2008) gives an overview of the current status of radioactive waste and spent fuel management in the EU. Among the current 15 EU countries using nuclear power, only Finland, Sweden and France are mentioned as countries which will have operational high-level nuclear waste and Spent Nuclear Fuel (SNF) disposal facilities by 2025, with Germany and Belgium possibly following suit by 2040. Other countries have not been able to advance their nuclear waste management programmes due to different societal, political and economic reasons. The report highlights that even countries with small-scale nuclear programmes, such as Finland, are able to build their own national repositories because of international cooperation, long-term political commitment, modern governance concepts, building using a step-by-step approach, and early involvement of national and local stakeholders to ensure sound public consultation and acceptance. The report stresses, "Such modern governance concepts have successfully laid the foundation of the Finnish and Swedish approaches."
At the general level, attitudes towards nuclear power in Finland can be regarded as following the trend stated in the Special Eurobarometer 297 (Eurobarometer, 2008) . The report concludes that the citizens of countries which already use nuclear power are quite often considerably more likely to support nuclear energy than citizens of other countries (Eurobarometer, 2008, p.6) . The strongest support for electricity production using existing nuclear power capacities can be found in the Czech Republic, Lithuania, Hungary, Bulgaria, Sweden and Finland. Nevertheless, when interpreting these results, one must keep in mind that the question of the Eurobarometer survey was formulated to measure general acceptance of nuclear power, not, for example, new build of nuclear power. In contrast to the general attitudes of Europeans towards the idea of using nuclear technology for electricity production, there are at least serious doubts over the model of final underground disposal. A slim majority (43%) of respondents in the EU accept the statement that the most appropriate solution for long-term management of high-level radioactive waste is underground disposal. However, over a third (36%) oppose the idea and around a fifth (21%) are undecided on the issue (Eurobarometer, 2008, p.23 .) The most pressing perceived issues of concern regarding the construction of a deep underground disposal site near to respondents' homes are the possible effects on the environment and health (51%) and the risk of radioactive leaks (30%) (Eurobarometer, 2008, p.36) . Even though Finland has the strongest public support for deep underground disposal (65% agree, 29% disagree) in the EU, the great majority of Finns agree with the statement that there is no safe way of disposing of high-level radioactive waste (81% agree, 15% disagree).
Many countries are currently considering their nuclear power policy and addressing the need to increase the share of nuclear power in electricity production. From this perspective, the societal questions surrounding Finnish nuclear waste management are interesting. Both Finland and Sweden have reached a decision regarding the actual site of the SNF repository, but in Finland the possible further construction of nuclear power has increased the need to expand the already accepted capacity of the repository. While many countries are still debating the appropriate means of dealing with their nuclear waste, the nuclear industry in Finland is asking permission to expand its disposal capacity. Although general public acceptance of the plans can be regarded as one of the crucial criteria for the advancement of national nuclear waste management, we stress the importance of studying the issue also from the perspective of the residents of the host area of the proposed repository. This article therefore aims to provide updated information on the opinions of the residents of the municipality of Eurajoki concerning the repository for SNF in Finland.
In Finland, the SNF repository project is approaching the 2012 deadline for the construction licence application phase. The Olkiluoto site in the municipality of Eurajoki was chosen as the site for further investigation in accordance with the Decision in Principle (DiP) of the Finnish Government in 2000. The DiP was ratified by Parliament in May 2001. The local residents have thus lived through the post-site selection phase for nearly one decade. During this phase, the nuclear waste company Posiva, among others, has started bedrock excavations for the Underground Rock Characterization Facility (ONKALO) in Olkiluoto. The residents have also experienced years of risk communication after the site selection in 2001.
At the same time, as Posiva prepares for the next phase, the company is already planning to expand the disposal capacity of the repository to 12 000 tU in the wake of Finland's renewed nuclear energy policy. It is not only the owners of Posiva, namely Teollisuuden Voima (TVO) and Fortum Power and Heat (Fortum), who need more disposal capacity. A brand new company, Fennovoima (2009, p.11 ) is also interested in disposing its SNF in Posiva's repository. All three companies have submitted DiP applications of their own for a new Nuclear Power Plant (NPP) unit (Kojo and Litmanen, 2009) .
The expansion of the SNF repository has been approved by the local council of the municipality of Eurajoki to date. The repository expansion was approved without voting in connection with the TVO NPP project in December 2008 (one dissenting opinion), and again in August 2009 by 22 votes to 4 in connection with the Fortum NPP project. According to the Nuclear Energy Act, the local council has the right of veto. The original DiP application of Posiva was approved by the local council in 2000. According to an opinion poll, 59% of the residents of the Municipality of Eurajoki would have accepted the siting in 1999 if safety assessment by the authorities had indicated the community to be safe as a final disposal site for nuclear waste (Posiva, 1999, pp.165-168) .
However, recent surveys (Kiljunen, 2007; Kojo et al., forthcoming; indicate that local attitudes are showing increasing reservations rather than confidence regarding the disposal of SNF in Olkiluoto. Furthermore, data shows that over 50% of the residents perceived at least an explicit threat to the health, safety and well-being of future generations posed by the repository (Kojo et al., forthcoming; 2010, pp.174-175 ; see also Aho, 2008; Posiva, 2008, pp.111-116) .
This paper addresses two key questions: do the residents of the municipality of Eurajoki accept the plans of the nuclear waste company to expand the SNF repository in Olkiluoto? What aspects should be taken into consideration when explaining the local opinions of the nuclear community? The paper provides background information on local opinions which can be used to facilitate the development of risk communication and other areas of Finnish risk mitigation policy. The structure of the paper is as follows: In the second section the theoretical framework of the paper is introduced. The third section provides basic information on the survey carried out as part of the research project in June 2008. The fourth section focuses on the survey results. In the last section some preliminary conclusions are drawn.
Focus on the rationality of the nuclear community
As a theoretical framework, we apply the concept of nuclear community constituted by the municipality of Eurajoki with two operating NPP units and the repository of intermediate and low-level nuclear waste in the Finnish context. Furthermore, a new 1600 MW European Pressurized Reactor and the Underground Rock Characterization Facility which is to be a part of the SNF repository are under construction in Olkiluoto.
A Nuclear Energy Agency (NEA) report (NEA, 2007, p.42) concluded that "host communities have already integrated the industrial activity and cognitive understanding into their local culture. This has been referred to in the past simply as 'familiarity' but in fact it may be called an existing cultural basis for facility development (...) Developing joint solutions consists of building on and adding to that existing cultural basis". This means that people may perceive a facility as a new addition to existing nuclear activity. Our survey indeed shows that half of all respondents (49% of Eurajoki respondents) stated that it is difficult to consider the disposal of SNF separately from the other activities related to the nuclear industry.
In this paper, a nuclear community is defined as a municipality which is economically heavily dependent on and politically interrelated with the operations of the nuclear industry (see more about the case of Eurajoki in Kojo, 2009 ; see also Bergmans et al., 2008) . Due to its economic dependency, long history and close cooperation with the nuclear industry, the majority of the population of a nuclear community are more positively disposed towards nuclear power than the general public (Easterling and Kunreuther, 1995, p.162; Eiser et al., 1995; Kiljunen, 2007; van der Pligt, 1992, pp.75-89) . Easterling and Kunreuther (1995, p.123) identified four factors that determine whether or not an individual opposes or tolerates a proposed repository. The factors are as follows:
1 the extent of risk that the repository appears to impose on the health of nearby residents 2 anticipated impacts on the physical environment and the local economy 3 the degree to which building the repository appears appropriate from the social welfare standpoint 4 the perceived fairness of the siting process.
Nevertheless, a favourable view of these factors does not automatically guarantee local acceptance. Krannich and his colleagues (1993) concluded in a study of attitudes of rural Nevada residents that responses to the proposed SNF repository appeared to be influenced by a complex set of factors, ranging from the unique sociocultural settings to widely divergent experiences linked to past and present nuclear testing and to cross-generational risk perceptions. An interesting finding was that residents of the communities nearest to Yucca Mountain expressed lower levels of concern over and greater support for a repository than, for example, among urban Nevadans, and that opposition and concern were strongest in the communities farthest from the potential repository site, and lowest among those located nearest (Krannich et al., 1993, p.284) . Thus, a number of diverse aspects have to be taken into consideration when trying to understand the rationality of a nuclear community. As Slovic and his colleagues (1993) pointed out, when assessing the societal and political problems surrounding nuclear waste management, the public cannot be blamed for ignorance or irrationality. The investigators emphasised that the real causes of the problems of trust are "deeply rooted in the adversarial nature of our social, institutional, legal, and political systems of risk management" (Slovic et al., 1993, p.84) .
Instead of focusing on broader societal and political issues, we concentrated on the rationality of the residents of the nuclear community. The local acceptance figures for Eurajoki were analysed in relation to the assumptions of the six explanation types often used in research literature when studying the acceptance of different kinds of risks. The first assumption was an information deficit (Slovic, 1987; Wynne, 1995; Desvousges et al., 1993) . According to this assumption, opposition to the SNF repository is due to inadequate or incorrect information among the local lay people. In the survey, opinions regarding this assumption were elicited by the statement "In my opinion I have enough information on the final disposal project." Furthermore, respondents were asked a series of questions about their information needs regarding final disposal-related issues (Kojo et al., 2010) .
The second assumption was social trust in the main actors responsible for disposal safety (cf. Desvousges et al., 1993; Mushkatel et al., 1993) . In Finnish SNF management, the Radiation and Nuclear Safety Authority (STUK) and the developer Posiva play the key roles with regard to safety issues. Opinions regarding this assumption were thus elicited in the survey by the two statements "I trust Posiva in the risk assessment of the final disposal project" and "I trust the authorities in the risk assessment of the final disposal project." In a recent article, Sjöberg and Herber (2008) called into question whether there is too much trust in social trust. According to them, more emphasis should be placed on epistemic trust and antagonism. We share the view that general trust is not the only factor behind the acceptability of a risky technology. Therefore, we suggest that also moral questions associated with the SNF repository have to be addressed (see assumption 4).
The third assumption was the respondent's personal benefit-cost calculation (cf. Fischhoff et al., 2009 ). According to conventional compensation theory, "to win the support of a prospective host municipality, the compensation offered has to be large enough to offset the net disutility imposed by the facility" (Frey et al., 1996) . The literature (Vari et al., 1994; Jenkins-Smith and Kuhnreuther, 2001; Chung et al., 2008; Kojo, 2009; Kojo and Richardson, 2009 ) suggests that economic compensation may play an important role in the siting process. However, one should be aware of disagreement regarding how far the cost-benefit analysis should be extended into the realm of social and political consequences (van der Pligt, 1992, p.164). There have also been a number of cases where proposals of compensation have caused a bribe effect, resulting in a negative disposition (Frey et al., 1996) . Opinions regarding the benefit-cost assumption were elicited by the two survey statements: "The economic benefits of the final disposal of nuclear waste will not compensate the non-economic costs" and "The benefits of the final disposal of nuclear waste will exceed the costs." In addition, a series of questions was asked about the perceived impacts of the repository without reference to a benefit-cost comparison (cf. Kojo et al., 2010) .
The fourth assumption focused on moral responsibility. The moral and ethical questions regarding SNF issues have been investigated at least from the perspectives of the moral legitimacy of certain organisations, the legitimacy of the technology, and distributional, procedural and intertemporal inequity or cross-generational equity (Krannich et al., 1993; Easterling and Kunreuther, 1995; Frostenson, 2008) . We wanted to analyse the moral question from a rather different perspective. In our survey, the moral aspect is based on the assumption that the residents of a nuclear community may feel a moral responsibility to manage nuclear waste because an NPP is located in the municipality. In the case of a nuclear community, moral responsibility is also closely connected to benefits. If residents perceive the net utility due to the nuclear industry's being located in the municipality, they may feel that it is their duty to also take care of the end of the nuclear fuel cycle. Opinions regarding the moral aspect were elicited by the survey statement "The municipality of Eurajoki has a moral responsibility to approve the disposal of nuclear waste as it has approved the location of NPPs in its area."
The fifth assumption addressed perceived risks and threats. The field of study of risk perception is too vast to cover in brief, but studies of the perception of nuclear waste risks have revealed that there is a discrepancy between the public's perception of the risks associated with SNF repositories and the view of the experts; that the public tend to fear nuclear technology regardless of how well engineered they are; that the radiation risks are perceived qualitatively differently than other health risks; and that strong negative cognitive images are associated with nuclear wastes (Desvousges et al., 1993; Easterling and Kunreuther, 1995, pp.131-132; Slovic, 1987; Slovic et al., 1993) . Opinions regarding perceived risks were elicited by the two survey statements "Nuclear waste constitutes a constant threat to future generations" and "Nuclear waste can be safely disposed of in Finnish bedrock." Opinions regarding perceived threats were elicited by a separate series of survey questions.
The sixth assumption focused on the attitude to further construction of nuclear power. We share the view of Dunlap and his colleagues (1993, p.147) and Desvousges et al. (1993, p.206 ) that one useful factor in explaining peoples' attitudes towards repository issues is their overall view of nuclear energy. Given that siting issues are related to other nuclear issues, the acceptance of expanding the final disposal facility was also compared to support for nuclear power. Opinions regarding support for nuclear power were elicited by the two statements "More nuclear power should be built in Finland" and "A fourth nuclear power plant unit should be built in Olkiluoto."
With the help of the above assumptions, the local acceptance figures regarding the expansion of the SNF repository in Eurajoki were analysed. Opinions regarding local acceptance for currently applicable expansion scenarios were elicited by the two statements "I accept expanding the final disposal repository for the needs of TVO and Fortum" and "I accept expanding the final disposal repository for the needs of other Finnish actors." Posiva submitted two applications for the expansion of the repository for the SNF produced by the possible new NPP units of TVO and Fortum (Nurmi et al., 2009, pp.13-17) .
The survey
Our target population consisted of 16-75 year-old Finnish-speaking (native language) residents of Eurajoki and its neighbouring municipalities. The survey was carried out as a postal survey. The questionnaire was sent to 3000 recipients on 3 June 2008. Recipients were chosen by stratified sampling conducted by Statistics Finland, which also supplied the addresses. The use of stratified sampling ensured an adequate number of respondents from Eurajoki as well as good representation from all neighbouring municipalities (Table 1) .
The number of questionnaire responses amounted to 616, representing an initial response rate of 21%. Of the questionnaires returned, 606 were acceptable for analysis, thus giving an overall response rate of 20%. The number of respondents claiming to be residents of Eurajoki numbered 245. The number of respondents from each municipality corresponded very closely with the stratified sample sizes.
In this paper, the focus is exclusively on those respondents residing in the municipality of Eurajoki. A nonresponse analysis was performed on this data by comparing respondents' gender, age, marital status, level of education, type of education, line of work, occupational status, political affiliation and income to information obtained from the Official Statistics of Finland, Statistics Finland and the Finnish National Board of Education. As a result, three biases were observed that should be taken into consideration. Firstly, those who were married or in registered relationships were overrepresented by 9%; secondly, supporters of the Centre Party of Finland were underrepresented by 9%; and thirdly, respondents were better educated than the inhabitants of the Satakunta region as a whole. In addition to these, those in the lowincome bracket were somewhat underrepresented, but to what extent is difficult to assess as many respondents (12%) declined to report their income. Note: Owing to rounding off the figure do not add up accurately to 100%.
According to the survey, 42% of the residents of the municipality of Eurajoki accepted the expansion of the repository for the needs of TVO and Fortum. A total of 39% were opposed to it. The remaining 19% could not or would not give an opinion. However, the majority of residents did not accept the expansion for the needs of other possible Finnish actors. Only 20% accepted this, whereas 62% opposed it. Men held more tolerant opinions than women. In total, 50% of male respondents accepted and 31% were opposed to expansion for the needs of TVO and Fortum, whereas only 36% of women accepted expansion and as many as 47% were opposed to it. In the case of expansion for the needs of other possible Finnish actors, 26% of men accepted and 56% were opposed to the expansion, whereas 13% of women accepted and 67% were opposed to it. The expansion of the repository for imported SNF was totally rejected by the residents of Eurajoki, with 89% being opposed to any expansion for this purpose and only 5% accepting it. The opinions of men regarding possible SNF importing were slightly more tolerant than those of women. Of the men, 86% were opposed and 8% accepted SNF imports, while of the women, 91% were opposed and only 1% accepted it. The SNF import issue is nevertheless beyond the scope of this paper, since the Finnish Nuclear Energy Act prohibits the import and export of nuclear waste. 
Results
A comprehensive analysis was carried out using two opinion survey statements exploring the level of acceptance of the repository expansion. The figures included in this analysis consisted only of those respondents which declared themselves Eurajoki residents (N = 245). Expansion statement 1 was "I accept the expansion of the final disposal repository for the needs of TVO and Fortum" and expansion statement 2 was "I accept the expansion of the final disposal repository also for the needs of other Finnish actors." The five-step Likert scale used with these statements (and other statements and questions in the questionnaire) was changed to a three-step scale in order to obtain more distinct results. The relationship between the expansion statements and the aforementioned assumptions regarding acceptance of the repository (see Section 2) was then investigated using correlation analysis. The reported correlation coefficients are Kendall's rank correlation coefficients (Kendal's tau-b). Kendall's tau-b is a nonparametric measure of association that takes ties into account. In cases where multiple variables were used to measure the relationship between assumptions and expansion statements, only the highest correlations are reported.
Information deficit
In general, respondents' views on whether they had sufficient information on the final disposal project were evenly distributed. One-third (34%) agreed with the statement "In my opinion I have enough information on the final disposal project", one-third (33%) disagreed and one-third (34%) were unable to say. As can be seen in Table 3 , the correlation analysis indicated that two expansion statements correlate with information deficit variables. Persons stating a need for more information on health effects, environmental effects of SNF, effects on everyday life or safety of capsulation correlated negatively with acceptance of expansion of the repository for the needs of TVO and Fortum. Persons stating a need for more information on these issues are less likely to be willing to accept the expansion of the repository. The correlation between the level of information and the perceived seriousness of risk is also found in other studies (e.g., Desvousges et al., 1993, p.206 ). An interesting notion is that the correlation with these variables and expansion statement 2 is weaker than in the case of expansion statement 1. Overall, the testing of the information deficit factor reveals that the correlation in both cases is rather weak and that the direction of correlation is mainly negative. One can conclude that this factor has little relation to the acceptance of the expansion of the repository.
Table 3
Correlation between information deficit and acceptance of repository expansion 
Social trust
Trust in Posiva is polarised. According to our data, exactly the same percentage of residents of Eurajoki both trust and do not trust (39%) the company. The share of those who cannot or will not express their views on the trustworthiness of Posiva is 22%. An interesting finding is that trust in authorities in risk assessment is lower than in the case of Posiva; 32% of respondents agreed with the statement "I trust the authorities regarding the risk assessment of the final disposal project", with 39% of respondents disagreeing with the statement and 30% being unable to say. In analysing the explanatory power of social trust, it was found that both expansion statements correlate with trust in both Posiva and the authorities (Table 4) . A strong correlation can be found between trust and expansion statement 1. A weaker but still notable correlation was found between trust and expansion statement 2. Nevertheless, a distinction must be made between these two actors. For instance, trust in Posiva predicts acceptance of expansion statement 1 better than trust in the authorities. This can be interpreted as a sign of trust in the locally operating commercial nuclear waste company. The authorities' expertise in risk assessment is perceived to be weaker. On the other hand, the respondents rated STUK the most reliable source of information among the main actors in Finnish nuclear waste management when both groups of respondents, the residents of Eurajoki and the residents of neighbouring municipalities were analysed (Kojo et al., 2010, p.173) . 
Benefits and other impacts
Our data indicate that the benefits of the disposal project are questioned by some residents. This is at least the case when interpreted on the basis of the statement "The economic benefits of the final disposal of nuclear waste will not compensate the non-economic costs." The number of respondents sharing this view is greater (47%) than the number disagreeing with the statement (24%). In addition to these figures, the percentage of 'don't know's' is rather high (29%). Analysing the issue of benefits from a slightly different perspective, one finds that there is distrust regarding the overall benefits of the disposal project. Whereas 39% of respondents do not agree with the statement "The benefits of the final disposal of nuclear waste will exceed the costs", 31% agree with the statement and 29% are unable to say. Table 5 indicates how strongly residents' positive understanding of their own home district correlates with expansion statement 1. Understanding of the municipality's current and future positive situation and satisfaction with the area increase acceptance of the repository expansion for the needs of TVO and Fortum. There is a weaker correlation between these variables and expansion statement 2. This may mean that residents do not accept the repository expansion so readily for the use of other nuclear operators. A negative correlation can be found between the economic statement and expansion statement 1. If a person considers that the economic benefits do not compensate for the drawbacks, this correlates with opposition to the repository expansion for TVO's and Fortum's use, but also with the expansion for the needs of other nuclear operators. A negative attitude towards the expansion is more likely to be found among people who estimate the disadvantages of the repository to be greater than the economic benefits. In contrast, a resident's positive assessment of the impacts of the repository is linked with acceptance of the expansion both for present operators and possible new operators.
Moral responsibility
One dimension of residents' perceptions of their own municipality's responsibility can be seen in Table 6 . Acceptance of the expansion is more likely to be found among people reporting a moral responsibility to accept the disposal of nuclear waste because the NPP is located in Eurajoki. If an individual associates the municipality's moral obligation to take care of nuclear waste, she/he is more likely to accept the repository expansion for the needs of TVO and Fortum and also for the needs of other operators. The descriptive figures demonstrate that 43% share the view of a moral obligation, but 33% do not acknowledge a moral responsibility. Table 5 Correlations between certain benefits/impacts and acceptance of the repository expansion "Benefits of final disposal of nuclear waste will exceed the costs."
.553 (p = .000, N = 228) .415 (p = .000, N = 229) Table 6 Correlation between perceived moral responsibility and acceptance of the repository expansion
Acceptance of the expansion for… TVO and Fortum other domestic operators Attitude to the question of … (Expansion statement 1) (Expansion statement 2)
Eurajoki's moral responsibility .498 (p = .000, N = 229) .364 (p = .000, N = 230)
Risks/Threats
Based on Table 7 , the general notion is that the more that people associate risks with the repository, the greater their opposition to the idea of the expansion. All of the other variables in the table also follow this line with the exception of the last variable, which elicits a different line of response. This can be interpreted as follows: the safer an individual perceives the disposal to be, the more willing she/he is to accept the repository expansion for the needs of TVO and Fortum. The correlation between expansion for the needs of other companies and safety is weaker than for the needs of these two companies. The descriptive figures indicate that, for instance, the majority of respondents (58%) share the view that "Nuclear waste constitutes a constant threat to future generations." A total of 24% of respondents disagreed with the statement. The statement "Nuclear waste can be safely disposed of in Finnish bedrock" changes the figures such that 42% disagree, 32% agree and 26% are unable to say.
Pro nuclear
The respondents were asked about their attitudes towards nuclear power with two statements: "The construction of more nuclear power in Finland should be allowed" and "The fourth NPP unit should be constructed in Olkiluoto." Eurajoki residents seem to disagree with the general idea of constructing more nuclear power facilities (37% agree, 42% disagree and 20% are unable to say) and the figures are quite the same when respondents are asked more specifically about further construction in Olkiluoto (38% agree, 47% disagree and 15% are unable to say). The correlation between the attitude towards nuclear and the idea of expansion of the repository is shown in Table 8 . It indicates how especially the favourable attitude towards the construction of more NPPs in the respondents' vicinity increases the acceptance of the repository expansion for the needs of TVO and Fortum. The correlation between a general positive attitude towards nuclear power and acceptance of the expansion for the needs of TVO and Fortum is slightly lower. In the case of other nuclear operators' needs, the correlation is much lower. 
Findings
The survey indicated that less than half (42%) of the residents of the municipality of Eurajoki are willing to accept the expansion of the repository for the needs of the 'older' nuclear operators, TVO and Fortum. The disposal needs of possible newcomers are less tolerated. The assumption that the nuclear community's residents' lack of information on final disposal issues explains their acceptance of or opposition to the expansion of the SNF repository is not very accurate. Although there is a correlation, the correlation is rather weak when compared to the other factors analysed. More explanatory power can be found among the factors of social trust, perceived benefits, perceived risks and, in particular, attitudes to nuclear power. How individuals perceive the moral responsibility of a nuclear community to accept certain new nuclear waste management activities is also closely related. These results reinforce the findings of some other studies (cf. Dunlap et al., 1993; Slovic et al., 1993 ) that other factors than knowledge and information about nuclear waste have a more important bearing on the way that the residents of nuclear communities rationalise the acceptability of different nuclear waste activities. Nonetheless, the question of information and knowledge cannot be ignored. As Desvousges et al. (1993) stress, there is a need for two-way communication about risks.
The top-down model of risk communication needs to be reevaluated to enable information flow also from the public in order to create more dialogue. After the early 1990s, nuclear waste management has indeed passed through a 'participatory turn' in a number of countries (Bergmans et al., 2008 ). An intriguing finding was the correlation between 'self-respect' or respect for one's own community and acceptance of the expansion. The more that people value their local district and its future, the more likely they are to accept the expansion for the needs of TVO and Fortum. This finding is in line with the findings of other studies in which the residents of nuclear communities have given more support for the SNF repository siting than residents of other communities. For instance, Krannich et al. (1993, p.284) indicated that opposition and concern were strongest in the communities farthest from Yucca Mountain, and lowest among those located nearest to the repository site. Even though familiarity with nuclear activities may increase acceptance of a repository siting or expansion of a repository, one must keep in mind that ambivalence towards nuclear waste management will exist among the local population (Dunlap et al., 1993, p.166) .
In general, if, after cost-benefit analysis an individual draws the conclusion that the disadvantages outweigh the benefits, he or she is more likely to be opposed to the repository expansion. Perceived risks do correlate with acceptance of the repository expansion. Those perceiving SNF disposal as safe are more likely to support the expansion, but those who perceive risks are more likely to reject the idea. These findings concur with those of earlier studies on the acceptance of repository siting (e.g., Easterling and Kunreuther, 1995, p.162; Krannich et al., 1993, p.278) . Another curious finding is that a general attitude towards nuclear power has a weaker explanatory power than acceptance of an NPP unit in the vicinity of Eurajoki. We can surmise, therefore, that familiarity with the nuclear industry, as associated with the 'self-respect' of a nuclear community, bears considerable explanatory power with respect to such findings.
